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For 30 years, American higher education has probably been studied
in greater scope and intensity than has any other educational lysteni. Yet
information has not been produced that would givé' defensible answers to}such

fundémental questions as the following:

© What do the 8>tudents'who go through the American higher education
system learn? : ‘ ' _ .

0 With great diversity in educational curricula and programs, how
effective is any one curricular or programmatic approach in
comparison with any other?

o How good, or how poor, is the system as 2 whole in relatiom to
what it might be?
7 An immediate response to such guestions might be that they are naive,
that American h:l.gher education is too complex to permit realistic or useful
answers to such broad questions. This paper will propose that questions as
broad as those can be answered, although they will not be answered kimply,

and that faculty members are the central actors in determining the questioné
o

/

as well as the answers.

The American College, edited in 1962 by Nevitt Sanford, reported the

results of an unusually productive decade of research about higher edueztion
in America. In the 29 chapters by 30 authors, the dominant the.s were
related almost exclusively to student development in the social and cultural
context of the imstitution and, to a lesser extent, society at large.

Little was said about the content or substance of student learning. The two
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or three chapters in which the curriculum was discussed treated it almost

entirely in terms of its effect on student personality development.

"I'he slighting of intellectual development in favor of a broader v:l:ew
of students' developﬁental needs was purpqseful and leg;timate in—view of
the convictions first, that higher education had been too narrowly focused

' on" academic concerns to accomplish them much as well as was desirable, and
second, that the personal development of student;)deserved more atteintion

than it had been getting. During the twenty years since publication of The

 American College, the personal development of student: has dominated studies

of higher education. The severe limitations in our understanding of. intel~-
lectual growth have only slowly begun to be widely recognized and have

barely begun to be sketched.

Feldman and Newcemb (1967) in an exhsustive review of studies from the
middle 1920's to the middle 1960's or the impact of college on students,
discussed va.iues, goals, satisfactions, attitudes, interests, and personal-
:l.fy traits. “"Learning” is not in ‘:hé:l.r index. References to “"academic
achie§ement" deal with students' attitudes toward achievement and to Peer
and faculty influences on those attitudes. The scope and depth of the
knowledge and understanding students acquired in college were almost -cum- "

pletely neglected, without explanation.

From 1967 to 1973, the Carnegie Commission an-H:Lgher Education under
Clai‘k Kerr produced an .exter;sive, probing series of reports on American
higher education that received wide atten‘ﬁion in the United States .and
abroad. Its impact has been substantial, on federal legislation as ve.ll

[4

as on institutional pract.Lua and public policy. Despite general acclaim,




though, it too slighted the’subatance of higher education. One knowledge-
able critic objected that the Carnegie Commigsion "does not inquire into
what is meant by quality with 2 rigor equal to that with which it pursues
.« « « the quantitative“ (Niblett, 1973). Another agreed, noting_that the
Commission—“spent most of its energy &nd attentign on the.arrangements and
circumstances of higher educatiun rather than on the edunation itself"
(McDonald, 1973). Alan Pifer, president of the Carnegie Corporation,
acknowledged that the Commfasion did indeed neglect the‘curricula of higher

" education, but pointed out that the Commission had not been asked to address

that topic*(Carnegie Council, 1980; p. 31).

The Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education, successor
to the Carnegie Commission, had a similarly productive life from 1974 to
1979 and gave somewhat more attention to questions of curricula and student
learning. Appearing repeatedly in the Carnegie Council's reports, though,
and in statements of others who have systematically observed higher educa-
~tion's functions, is a wistful acknowledgement‘that little is known of
strudents'  actual learning as they progress through their undergraduate
programs. Howard Bowen (1977), after having completed for the Carnmegie .
Council probably the most exhaustive search that has yet beenvnade for o
evidence of the broad range of effeats of higher education,‘called the
evidence about college effects on verbal and/quantitative skills “dis-
tressingly meager” (p. 67). On g later date, he commented that, “the
residue of a college education——after the initial forgetting ol detail-is
a virtusl mystery” (Bowen, 1979). The Carmegie Commission itself had noted

earlier, "Performance is very hard to measure in this area [the education

of individual students] given the millions of students, the thousands of

vt 4
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“campuseés, and  the gseveral and quite imprecise criteria” (Carnmegie Commission,

1973, p. 20). . _

The following comments, repeating the commor theme that we know too

little about student learning, span the past 15 years.

[Tlhe questions of what should be taught, and how and when, are still

more & matter of mythology than of rational judgment (Boyer, 1967, <
cited in Trent & Cohen, 1973, p. 1033).

Most studies [in the area of curriculum] . . . merely note trends and
describe what is being done . . . but ignore the relationship of the
trend to the goals of the college or the effectiveness of the course
(Trent & Cohen, 1973, p. 1032). . . Sos

IS Of all the matters treated in this chaﬁter [on undergraduate science

education] an assessment of the quality of science education and its
change with time is most. central. 7Yet our information is almost
nonexistent. (Doty & Zinberg, 1973, p. 164).

By what standards may ome judge how effective current teaching and
learning actually are and how effective they can reasonably be.expected
to become? . . . Questions of this sort arise because little is known
zbout the outcomes of college instruction (Wilson, Gaff, Diemst, Wood &
Bavry, 1975, p. 87). :

It would seem an appropriate time to look at what it is English de-
partments do (Lambdin & Fowler, 1981, p. 335). '

/5
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Ore of the problems in identifyiné with any degree of precision the

kinds of \learning or intellectual growthtattributab;e to college and

9

‘pnivers t% programs was described by the Carnegie Cbmmission as the sheer

numbers and diversity of the students, institutions, and educational objgc’
tives. To those sources of diversity can be added the thousands of courses
being taught by hundredé of thousands of faculty members, each.with con-
siderable autonomy. In those circumstances, the failure to find evidence‘pf
resuits that can be attributed generally to our larée, complex, decentral-

ized higher education system as a whole is understandable.




A'different kind of inquiry might examine how the coherernt systematic

structure that is apparent in American higher education-despite its diver-
sity has been established and is maintained. ‘How are courses--say in
American history to 1860, or the first course in organic chemistry,.or 19th -
century English literature-—in widely different institutions, being taught

to students who vary enormously in prior learning and academic interesty//'r
. . - 4/,/

 kept sufficiently similar‘that students can transfer from one institution to

-

e

another in the same major field without starting over entirel§? How can
o o /’ .

graduate students from widely different undergraduate/zolleges experience
similar levels of success in the same graduate programs° How can .employers
know what to expect when they require a college degree for employment o
without specifying which college must_have awarded the degree? This kind of

question'will be addressed in this/haper. A second kind of qnestion to be

4 '

addressed includes how the n&stery around the residue of & college education,
or the mythology of what should be taught and how and when, might be reduced;
or how information might be provided on the quality of science education, or

on what it is English departments do.
7

The central role of the course in student learning -

Veysey (1973) has called the course the most-durableJelement in
American higher education. It is the unit in which the content to be
learned is organized and through which.instruction occurs. Even the learn—
ing activities of students outside class are guided by the organization of
the course. While much of the attention of curriculum committees,‘edqca'
tional policy conmittees, and other facultylgroups is given to.the ways
courses may be strung together to comstitute a worthwhile education, the

actual instruction and learning are products of each individual course.

-
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Courses successfully completed determine a student's progression through
college, from lower to upper division to graduation, from introd .ctory to
adnanced material, from prescribed to elective content.~ They provide

structure to the studentls major field of study. They determine how the

student's general education pr breadth of learning is defined. The courses

taken constitute the substance of an undergraduate education.

, Within a course, each faculty member determines the nature of the
material to be taught-~the‘content to be covered, its scope, depth, and
detail the way it is to be presented to the students and the activities

in which they will be asked to engage, and what will be required of the
students to demonstrate to the professor that they have indeed acquired a
reasonable grasp of the course material. On large campuses, where several.
sections of the same class may be taught by different persons, the corntent,
text, instructional procedures, and final examination may be common to all
the sections. These courses tend to be introductory or basic lower—division
courses taught by junior faculty or teaching assistants, andzthey often have

their character determined by a senior faculty.member who directs the course

according to his or her perceptions of what is important.-

Even courses that might bemexpected to be fairly standard across the
country show significant variations. An cxample is an elementar§ course
invariably found in electrical engineering programs usually titled something
like Basic Electric Circuits. The course commonly couers "basic concepts of
current flow," or 'basic circuit theorems,” starting with circuit analysis
of direct—current circuits and ending with an introduction to alternating
currents-and sinusoidal wave forms, perhaps with a beginning on three-phase

circuits. The elements of this course are in every electrical engineering

<,
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program, varying only in their placement, such as whether three—-phase

~circuits are introduced at the erd of the basic courss or are held off for

a ‘second course. Yet this well-established course, with contént that is

widely agreed upon, is taught differently by different professofs:'

One faculty member, when interviewed about how he approached that
course, described hif objectives as getting his students to understand ﬁhe

basic concepts, equations, and problem—solvihg methods so they would be able

to move successfully into the more advanced course. His procedufe'Was to

introduce new material in a lecture, illust:ate hbw to solve related prob~
lems in circuit analysis, assign weekly sets of problems to be worked
outside class, and review the solution of those problems in.the first class
session the following week. Another faculty me;bef‘teaching the same course
at &8 simlilar qnivérsity'stated his primAry objective to be to help his
students le;rn how o think. The course content was secondary to tﬁe
problem-solving process. His stud;nté, he said, would forget the specifics
of the coursé within a few months of completing it, remembering only what
wés reviewed and rélearned in their following courses.k But the processes
of thinking=-of knowing how to attack a problem, of apélying equations in
different types of problemé, of verifying results—=-were like;y'to persist
and were the kinds of learning he wanted hies students to have acquired by
the end of the course. ‘Bis methods were not wholly different from those of
the first professor, although their gqals'and emphases varied. BHe alsoi
apenthclass time illustrating how to solve problems in electrical circuits,
but more time was spent on fewer problems, with more emphasis on proc?ss
than content. Basic concepts such as resistance and capacitance were

introduced almost incidentally as systematic variations in a basic problem

§°
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s »
as much as physical elements of an electric circdit. In centrast, they were

the heart of the course as taught by“thelfifst professor.

» »

Both classes weére successful, at least to the extent that students who

[S I a8

completed them had reasonable success in mofé~advancéd courses. . Beyond

- that, qeithe: professor knew what the impact of his course had been—-whether

more than definitions of cohcepts and how to apply the appropriate equations

to solve problems of circuit analysis had been or could have been learned,

or whether their students were squessful in more advanced courses only

—

through extensive relearnihg'of the ‘material, or whether tod ﬁﬁgh effort had
been spent on some less.conseQuential‘parts of the course at the expense of

more ﬁsefu} learning. Both peressors knew how well their classes performed
on course ;xaminations; both coulq compare their current classes ivformally
withlformgr cl%sses; both Selieved,they were successful in teaching their ¢
‘studenis what was most important in that course. vBut neither knew how

well his students compared with students from similar classes eisewhere

in the facility with which they handled more advanced courses or in the

general usefulness of the understandihgs or intellecfual insights acquired

in that course.

Two issues are sﬁggested by the above illustration. One is how

such variations in faculty obiectives and expectations come about. In

contrast to the highly circhmscribed course just described;, faculty goals
and expéctations are suhstantiall§ greater i;-such courses &S Shakespeare's’
later plays, or.the natural ﬂistory of ﬁértebrates.'or intrgduction foﬂ
philosophy. The upper-diviéion courses in pr;fessiogal fieids such as
engineering and in the’physical sciences can also £e expected to vary.ﬁore

widely than the lower—division courses as the basic groundwork in those

[} ',"‘_
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fieidslis completed. These variations 1n5facultyfperspéctive almost cer=

tainly produce variations in the scope and depth of student learming. At

preséhc, we have no 5ay tq exmaine those presumed variations iﬁkfffécts'

The second iésue illustrated by the course in electric circuits is what

effects variations in faculty goals amnd éxpectatioqg\may have on the broad
Aépects of student leafning-—che aspects that persist after the details of

the course have been forgotten or -that color the students"3p§roacbes to
bther courses or other 1ntellectualaactivities. How are the purposes cf tﬁe
college 6; university furthered bj the activities' of f;culty.and sguAents in
théir various courses? If we is;ume, as we must, tbgt collegeacourses have
.desirable effec§§ on the studénts wﬁo take them, can we also assume that any
reagogable appro;ch to a particular course is as effective as any other? I
the kaleidoscopic array of available courses from which students choosé
about 40 to constigute thei; undergraduate education,’ how do variations in

S \y Bl .
faculry goals and expectationms within individual courses affect the educa-

o

tional coherence of any student's chosen 407

< -

Yo eviden;egcan_berfound that the observable variability in courses and

educational programs is“undesirable. A case might be made thﬁt programs are

not variaBle enough, that the faculty members in some fields are'too homogen—
' . %

eous in their backgrounds and present perspectives to provide as much diver-

sity asiis needed. Bodgkinson (1971) raised that possibility. Whatever its

T
<

merits may be, the present system for establishing what is to be taught and

the levels of student accomplishment to be sought is not well understood,

and its results are poorly documented. ¢

s

1f courses constitute the substance of an undergraduate education, and

if faculty members have great individual latitude in determining the content,

?
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_ instructional procedures, and standards for\evalua ing learﬁing within their

‘courses, the achievements;ﬁnd deficiencies of Ame%ican higher education ‘will

.

be observed most directly in the course objectives set by individual faculty
members and "in the students' achievement of those objectives. The Carnegie‘

. Commi ssion (1973) was discouraged from assessing the collective accomplish-

®

Y
ments of American higher education by .the great diversity in institutions,

- 4 -

programs, courses, and standards of achievement. Yet diversity in itself

does not prevent the assessment - of performance; it only requires that the

- -

- at :ssment reflect that diversity.
. -
The central role of the course in educational programs and the high

: degree of autonomy faculty members exerciae in organizing and teaching their
courses suggest that the, views of faculty members—-their perceptions“of

‘educational purposes, of subject matter structure and importance, and their

. RN

exuectations for atudent leafning-are'major determinants of educational

success. Despite diversity and local autonomy in American higher education,

-

it shows a substantial degree of coherence.’ Students and faculty move with

reasonable esse from institution to institution. The autopowy of individ-

ual faculty“members‘is countered by a,complex'network of .influences that, .
l
“without central direction, impose some order on the higher education system.

o

The repainder of this paper will describe, firsx, the nature of that faculty

Yo

network and its constraining influence on faculty teaching and on educa- 1

tional c%ntent and standards. A Becond section will disciss how *he effects
of faculty views and expectations on student learuing, as constrained by the h
existing system of influences, are and might be assessed. Finally, proce-
dures will be described that would extend -our knowledge of the educational
accomplighments of the higher education aystem while allowing for:its

diversity.

11 T o .




‘or” syllabus from the course as it had been taught or, more likely, simply

Influences on faculty performances _
- : - ! R J‘

Aﬁgnuinber of forces can be identified that operate on faculty"members
to influence their course planning, ceaching procedures, -and expectations
for student-learning. The following 1ist is incomplete and heterogeneous

in degree of‘import_ance?,' but it provides a point of departure..

-

1. Prior edueational and wurk e.xperienée, background

-characteristics. - {

2. Te’xtbool.ts.‘ \

3. Direct contact with other faculty wembers (e.g., N
currifculum committees, deparnnental discussions,

informal contact). , N
4, Professional li‘terature!

5. Professional associstions; learned societies.

6. The accreditatior ‘ProCess.
V :

=

Facilty background. Faculty nembers' initial efforts "at courae plan-

ning and teaching are probably modeled closely after the couraes they took

as undergraduates or that they taught as graduate assistants under a senior

faculty member. In their first: courses they may be given & course, outline

-~

told what text had been used.- Their organization and prestation of the
course reflect their own experiences and their usually.naive notions,
despite their not too distant experiences as mdergradua._es, of what a class
of undergraduates can be expected to learn. Typically, their early -expec-
tations are far too high based on an inag}'f undergraduates that gives

them the qualities of eager, interested graduate studexts, despite the

reality of their great variability in,interest.and capability. Since

faculty members were among the most capable undergraduates, ‘their own

12
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experiences a; a stu&ent do not give them ;n accurate picturelof their
current students. With experience, faculty members b;come more modest in
their expectztions and probably more successful in helping their students
learn. The initial teaching procedures and expectati;;s_for student perfor-
mance, though, flow from the faculty members' own prior experience as
gtudents and teaching assistants. Whether that ekperience,’pften inta major
resezrch university, is appfopriate for the lés;\?igorp;; curricula and -
generally less competent students of the more rep;egentative colleges and

_universities, in which most faculty members teach, has been questioned (Doty

& Zinberg, 1973; Dunham, 1969).

- One of thg consequences of the leveling off of enrollmepts and the
decline in financial support for ﬁggher educstion during the last few years
has been a growing concern for the evaluation of faculty members as teachérs
rather than primarily as schélars and researchers. Paralleiing that trend
has been & growth in programs of systematic attention to the improvement of
teaching. As these programs mature, the influence on student learning of
faculty members' prior experiences as étudents and their impressionistic

views of the teaching and learning processes may decline. Yet the obser-

vation of any‘such change may itself by impressionistic.

While their own experiences as students and teaching issistants exer-
cize a direct influence on faculty members' ezpectatiéns for their students,
other background factors——age, sex, social origins, and academic field, for
exnmple-fhave an‘indirect influence. Ladd apd Lipsét (1§75), reportiﬁg on
th; Carnééie‘Commilsioh's extensive faculty and student survey, pointed out

the strong relationships bgtweén faculty members' academic field and sex,

race, religion, and nocialtorigin. Faculty members ‘'in law and medicine, for




&
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example, were'generally from families of comparétively high educational and

~ l » o

occupational levels. Faculty in the undergraduate professional schoois;-
educstion, engineering, business, and agriculture-—came from more modest

social backgrounds. The arts and sciences faculty members were somewhere

between the other groups.

One of Ladd and Lipset's major points, indicated in their title,

The Divided Academy, was the pervasiveness of the differences in points of

view across academic fields, which followed fairly clo;ely the differences
¢«in social origins. In academic affairs, as ﬁell as in politics, faculty in
the soéial sciences and humanities adopted morg,liberal positions than did
faculty in the physical sciences, who in turn were more libefal than those

¢ in the applied fields.“ That order from liberalism to conservatism was
reflected in the percentages of'faculty members who would give students a
greater role in determining course'zonteﬁt and procedures, who would liberal-
ize grading practices, and who would relax academic standards to accommodate
more minority students. The differences in the social and political values
of faculty members thus were related to their educatiomal vicws‘apd presum-
ably to their activities in class and their expectations for students. Yet

Wilson, et al.;%1975) found faculty values unrelated to student or colleague

judgments of teaching performance.

e

Similar differences”aCrossaacademié fields have been seen in iews
more dir;ctly related to teaching and learning. Faculty members in the
naéhral sciences, in contrast to those in the soclal sciences .and human-
ities, gave more attention to their students' problem—solving performance
and less to their verbal ability; were more concerned with the applicatiop

of learning to new problems and less concerned with the students' personal

ERIC | " - 14
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qualities (Warren, 1972). Faculty members in the social sciences and the
humanities focused more narrowly on the specific tasks of a course (Riesman,
Gusfield & Gamson, 1970) compared. with those in the naturgl sicences,
gave more’attention to their students' personal development, wanted a ﬁore
personal student-faculty relationship, and were more inclined to trust
their students' ability to direct their own studies (Riesman, Gusfield, &

Gamson, 1970; Wilson, et al., 1875).

These differences in féculty members' orientation toward academic -
tasks have been frequently observed in one fofm or another ‘(Bruner, 1960;
Hirst, 1974; Parsons & Platt, 1973). Whetﬁér'they are determined‘by the
characteristics of the field, the nature of the persons attracted to the
field, or most likely, both, is inﬁoné'sense immaterial. The social and
academic backgrounds of faculty members and their p:eferred approaches to
instruction are both strongly associated with their academic field. Expec-
tations for student learning are more clearly defined, more specific, more
closely tied to predetermined standards, gnd leés adaptable to studehc
variations in preference and ability among faculty in the physical sciences
and applied fields, such as engineering and busin;ss, than among those in

the social sciences and humanities.

The preferences of students parallel thosé distinctions among fields
of study, which may reflect a realistiq‘and unsurprising confluence of the
\ characteristics of subject-matter fields and of the faculty members and
students attracted to them. Yet that comfortable agreement in the perspec~
tives of the participants in 2 field may preclude the asking of critical
questions about the effectiveness of current teaching brocedures and about

the levels of achievement to which currénc_procedures lead.. The physical

1N
e
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sciences and engineering, for example, StTess analyticvbrocesses and
attract people who are capable and comfortable with analytic thought pro-~
Baker, and Van Harlingem, 1980; White and ferstenberg,

cesses (Enyeart,
1978). The humanities, in contrast, give more atcention to integrative

mparatively more emphesis on
Yet incegracive thinking is

thinking, placing cO finding connections‘among

ideas than on identifying their diffe

rences.

e scientists and engineers, 88 is analytic thinking

highly valued among matur
_among mwany humanists. Undergruduate instruction may reflect & natural bias,
that limits intellectual development'

eristics,

due partly to faculty charact

in the s;iences and the humanities.

d sale of textbooks fdr intro-

Textbooks. The writing, production, an
ge courses constitute & major industIye

ductory andflower-division colle

rticularly in the 1ower division but in the upper divi-

Faculty members, pa
the content

sion as well, organize their courses to & large extent aroqnd
and organization of sn available text. In addition to providing the

er content and a teaching too

1 that will’ help carry the class,
t

subject—matt
rovided-workbodks,

additional materials integrated with the text are often P
teachers' guides, exam questions, case study materials, and books of ‘read-
For a time after

Their appeal is easy to Be&.

ings (Grambsch, 1981)-.
s and reprints gave faculty

Worlé War 11, the more extended use of paperbadk
members greater freedom and flexibility in course content .and structure than
reliance on a single text (Smelser, 1973). More Tecently, the growing COSt

e than one has returned the €0~

nd the tendency toO use MmOT

of paperb;dks a
~ and their other

nomic advantage toO single primary texts, advantages seed to
(Carnegie Foundation for the

have ended the ~¢1irtation” with paperbacks

ement of Teaching, 1977).
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Whether textbooks dominate the selection and organization of course

content. or faculty members adapt them to their own purposes—-as derived

from personal predilections, the curricular Btfucture established by

their depértment, and the capabilities and interests of their students——
depends on the individual faéulty member. Their decisions probably change
with their own teaching experience and with the level gndrnature of the
course. A course in a well~defined seduence for majors in the f;eld is more
likely to be tied closely to # tegtbook than is one intended for nonmajors

or one that is optional for majors.

Textbooks have done more than help faculty members organize their
courses. They havé also had a national impact on fields of study as to
content, organization, and teaching procedures (Carnegie Foundation,

1977). One text, for example, "profoundly changeﬁnlower-lgvel biology
t;:?h;ng“ (Doty & Zinberg, 1973). Three major texts between 1946 and 1953
turned around the teaching a%vhistory,'ﬁoving it from an overemphasis on
sequences of events to deeper examinations of historical methods of under-
standing and to the values that are’revealea bﬁ and shape historical study.

(Ward, 1981).

The relationship between textbooks and faculty members operates in
both directions. Most textbooks are written by faculty menbers. They
serve, then,“as': vehicle for commnication among faculty members, re-
flecting to some extent the collective faculty experience with students
in their courses as vell as developments in the field. The influence of
facul;y experiences on textbook writing.is biased, h?wéver, by the dis="

proportionate numbers of textbook authors froﬁ a relatively few major

universities {Bungum, 1980). Faculty experiences in less reénowned

17




their courses. \

institutions are poorly represented. Publishers reduce that bias to somé

. extent by guiding textbook writers to produce & text that will sell in

the less selective as well as more selective {nstitutions, drawing their
information from faculty members at large'(Carnegie Foundation for—the
Advancement of Teachrng, 1977). Thus one link id a complex process that
keeps some coherence in higher education curricula despite the high level
of discretion under which individual’faculty members teach is provided by

textbook publishers helping a select Eroup of faculty members write text<

books that will be useful to & broad range of feculty members in conducting

\

\

Contact with other faculty members. Faculty pembers build on their

initial riews of the kinds of academic performenceiro be fostered id their
students through & variety'of formal: gemi-{formal, énd‘informal contacts
with other faculty members. TLe‘formalAcontaets inelude'meetidgs with the
department head or with departmental committees to discuss the naturée and
purpose of a course. These meetings, and the results of earlier such
meetings that have been formalized into curricular plans, course'syllabi,‘
end required texts, &are the only direct guidance faculty members have for
constructing their courses. Those formal sources for gtructuring courses,
however, still leave faculty members an nppreciable amount of latitude in
the actual presentation of a course, iﬁ the ecademic tasks they set for
their students, in the lerele of accomplishmenr they-expecf, end in the
kinds of evidence of achievement they collect. While some jarge classes in
large universities have & greater degree of structure 1ppoaed on faculty

pembers, the far more common vattern jeaves much to the discretion of the

individual.

bed
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A second'kind of formal faculty contact that is growing in frequency
is provided by organiced programs of faculty deveiopment (Centra, 1977;
Lindquist, 1981). These tend to be more often built around teaching proce-
hures and student satisfaction thaﬁ around course content or ;tudéht learn:
ing. A faculty member to whom students give poor ratings as a teacher, for\\
example, may learn, through an organized pvogram for -faculty improvement, .
| that he or she expects pfior iearning that many students don't have, pre-

sents the content without enough structure for the students to absorb it

readily, or is unclear about his or her expectations.

The organized professional contacts facult§ members have outside the
college or uniyersity, largely in the*ﬁctivitiés of profess%onal associa-
tions, are labeled semi-formal because their relevance to classroom in-
struction is often incidental to their formal purpose. They may occur
in groups organized around a discipline, a specialized area within &
discipline, a broad issugusuch as values in higher education, a ﬁarrow;r
issue such as the teaching of fresﬁman composition, an institut;onal |
typg, a cur?icular fo;m such.as general education or"interdiséiplinary
studies, or tﬁey may be ad hoc grodps conéérned with almost any educational
topic. These groups, organized for a,different purpose, may affect the
way a faculty memger will present a éourse, the kinds of learning expected

of the students, or the level of accomplishment set as a coursetgoal.

Finally, the ;nformal rel#tionships faculty members have with
colleagues in the same or different dgpartmentd influence tﬁeir course
presentations, their expégtations for students, and the ways they evaluate’x
student learning. Despite the importance o; scholarly publication and

research. to facﬁlty members in many contexts, the great majority consider
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teaching to be their primary responsibility (Trow, 1977; Wilson, et al.,
1975) #£nd can bedexpected to exchange ideas and procedures related to =~ .
teaching with their colleagues. As faculty members grow in experience,i
their contacts with other faculty ﬁembers as well as their own ezﬁe:iences
might be expected to bring about,; gradpal change in perspective. Among
slightly more than 300 faculty members in 15 California colleges and
universities, those over 50 years of age were more likely‘than younger
faculty to be féncerned with the genersl intellectual .growth of their
students and to veive strict academic standards. Those under'30 were

least concerned with students' general intellectual growth, valuing the
fixed structure -and knowledge ofhthe discipline more highly, and were
most‘likely to be flexible in their standards fo; student perforqance

| (Wa;re;, 1972). While Gaff and Wilson (1971) reported evidence consistent
with those findings, Wilson et al. (i97§) found no relationship between géé
and student or faculty nopinationS'as effective féachers. The effective ~—
teachers were those who we;e most involved with thexstudenté in education-
ally relevant ways, which might be expegtedmto parailei the‘older.faculty

) n@*‘zrei concern for geﬂeralvinteliectual growth reported by Warren (1972).

High social involvement with students was not associated with student or

faculty judgments of effectiveness as a teacher (Wilson et al., 1975).

While faculty members exercisé“great autonomy/in'their claséés,
their prganization of their clgsnesuand their expectations for student
learning must be moderated to #ome extenﬁ by their contacts with other
faculty members. Yet only inaireﬁt and mixed evidence of that influence

is available.
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lLearned societies and professional'associatiohs. The learned

socleties——associations of faculty members based in the disciplines, suéh as
the American Historical Association and the Modern Language Association——
have a somewpat-longer history than the professional associations, such as
the American Dietetic Associat%on, which are concerned with,relations
between their profeésion and society at large to a greater extent than the
learned societies (Cheit; 1975). Some associations——the Amefican Chemical
Society and the American Psychological Association, faor examp£e4-are members
of both‘categories. Some assdciafions of faculty members, such as thé
»American Society for Engineering Education, have been formed to gi§e their
exclusive attention to educational issues in a particular field. Other
assoclations, such as the American Association for Higher Education and the
Association of General and Liberal Stﬁdies, cut across disciplines. The
various types of associgtions and the distinctia;s among them are not
important to the purposes of this paper. The point that is of interest is
that most~£aculty members have several professional associlations with wh%ch
. th:; may affiliate, and many of the associations play a directxrolemint

helping to determine the general content of courses that are offered to

undergraduates. Their influence on the speclfic content is less certain.

An informal survey of learnedVBOCieties and professionai association;
\\Ey the Carnegie Council (Carnegie Foundation, 1977) indicated more interest
in g:aduate than in undergraduate studies and more in how the field is
taught\\han in what is taught. Most assoclations resist specifying content
for undergradﬁase curricula for fear of limiting academic freedom and
stifling faculty\érqgfivity. Yet some associlations, after study by com '

mittees composed largely if not entirely of faculty members, have prblished

.




recommendations that have heavily influenced undergraduate curriculg.
Griffith (1981) described a 1955 report by the American Society for En-
gineering Education that had a major influence in shifting engineering
curricula toward greater scientific depth. A panel of mathematicians from
education and industry uncer the auspices of the National Research Council
(1968) reported on the topics that mathematicians in imdustry ﬁhought were

o

the most serious deficiencies in their undergraduate programs. By 1975, '

those topics were well represented in mathematics curricula (Warren, 1977).

From time to ﬁime,.apparently, tﬁé undergraduate curriculum in some
particular field lags behind developments outside higher education iﬁ
that field. At those times the professional associations or learmed
societies carry out curriculum studies phat lead to a restructuring of
the undergfaduate cutrfculum in that field. The committees that carry
out these curricular reexaminations’ are primarily college and university
faculty members who bring to thei? deliberations some understanding of

 the changes in the field and the qualities of the students to be educated.

The assoéiations tend to address four kinds of issues when dealing
yit% the undergraduate curriculum. First, they idensify broad and oftgn
vague educatioﬁal goals, such as “"to improve our und;rstanding of the
world in which we live™ (Dawson, 1981). (éecond, they recommend preferred
sequences or patterns of courses, frequently in the lower divis;on, as in
the American Chemical Society's :ecoﬁnendation that physical and organic
chemiatr§ precede the course in instrumental analysis (Conmittee on Pro-

| feniional Training, 1978);> Third, they dgvélop and disseminate teaching

materials (Carnegie Foundation, 1977). Fourth, théy provide training

programs that present some mix of teaching proéedures and the organization

2 ©
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of content (Dawson, 1981). The Vgi_irect Qiofluence these activities havel‘\\ on
the actual conduct of ccllege classes is difficult to judge. The impagt of
the first two is Questionable despite the occasional influence of a report
like that of the American Society for Engineering Education (Griffith, 1981)
or the National Research Council (1968). The thir.d'activity, the develop-
ment of teaching ne:*téer'ials, probably has an opprecieble effeuct on intro- \\\
ductory courses with lzarge eniollments and multiple instructors. The fmrth
probebly_influences classroom procedores more than content. .

I

T
Clearly, the learned societies and professional associations provide

a vehicle in their education Committees that brings faculty" members from

) \;aried institutions toegther, sometimes with extracollegiate representatives ~

of the field, to reexamine and revise undergraduate curricula. .The delilg— ’
©

erations of those committees reflect the teaching experiences of the faéulty

members involved, and their reports influence, occasionally in dramatic

ways, the teaching of courses in the relevant fields. The ‘comparatively

high level of generality at which the associationsmoPerate, though, luggests

that their impact on education may be strongest in the informal exchange of -

ideas about things to do in the classroom amorg the participants on com-

mittees and in professional meetings.

\

Professional literature. In almost every academic rie.ld a ;ournal
can be found devoted primarily to college teaching in tk;at field, and lome
fields, such as English and physics, have leveral. Alnost a.ll'v the issues
f.e\.ed by college faculty members are addressed. ‘Articlee can be found on

(1) presenting partimlar course content, (2) teacliing general intellectual

skills, such as problem solving, rather than specific content, (3) the use

of various pedagogical devi&es such as computer—assisted instruction, small

g
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prﬁferred *

é%ourles,

Cﬂmparatively neglected ip the

instructional Success,

greater clarity the effects of

it gave little attention to the
academic learning. ‘Chickering (1981) has Tecently
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edited avbook that takes a new ;nd fairly compféhensive look at higﬁer
education and that gives aAmajor section fo the academic disciplines
and their as ociated curricula. Even the chapters on the disciplines, .
. though, and une on 1nétrﬁction;l methods gfve almost no ;nformatioh on the
substance of student lehrning. The books produced by the Carnegie Com—
mission'ﬁnd the Carnegie Council (1980) dominate the recent literafure on
’ highermeducation‘and are an impressive and'comprehensive accomplishment.

They also, though, show the same gap in information and understanding that

. -
o

“appe%rs in,the journals.

Gue book, now ten years old, addreased directly the question asked
‘above on how fa;ulty members might evaluate their own teaching effective~
ness. Miltor (1972), drawing his information from publishéd and unpublished
studies[as well as personal experience, described faculty members as
generally(confident’that their teaching was quite good and uninterested in
iooking closely or critically at its effects. The studies Milton reviewed
}reinforced hié‘own observations that, althougﬁ students leﬁ?e college having
learned much they did not gnoﬁ dt entrance, how that learning is most
feadily brought about is s;ill largely a mystery. One tenching procedure
 seems no better or worse tﬁan any other, énd at times students learn as well
without '‘an instructor as with one. gdre"recént reviews have provided
nothing to change Milton's conclusions (Centra, 1978; Levinson-Rose &

9 v

Menges, 1981; McMillan, 1975).

=

The professional literature, books as well as journals, are an im-
pressive and comprehensive source of a variety of kinds of information that
can help faculty‘members define their teaching'bbjeétives, organize their

courses, keep them current, relate them to general curricular géals, identify

v
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uqeful teachiogltechuiques and muterials,iand improve‘theiruteaching
capabilities. The effects>of~any of these activities on student learﬂihg,
though, is still the mYstery that Bowen (l979) noted. While our graduetes
ate, on the whole, competent and reasonably knowledgeable in their fields,«
we know little of the scope or detail of that competence or of how it was
acquired. ‘ .
!

-
o

Accreditation.’ The accreditation procees is a éell—established proce-ﬁ

dure through which- institutions and professions exercise some control over

‘the programs. of institutions at large. The various accreditation commis-

gions——those of the regional aesociations which accredit colleges and

universities as total institutions, and those of the speciali“ed associ~

‘ations which accredit programs of & single .profession within a university

~or specialized school——are composed largely of academic administrators and a’

few faculty members. They establiéh sfandards ofeinstitutionul organization
and procedures that reflect the collective perceptione of what constitutes
good practice among_adminiétrative and faculty leadersvin,currently eccred-ba
ited institutions and pragrams. "Their authority depends on the acceptahce
b§ most of the existing iustitutions and the general public of the soundness

of their standards and procedures. K

=4

The accrediting associations face the same dilemma as the professional
asoociations in attempting to assure minimum levels of educatioaal quality
while allowing for great ingitutional diversity and autonmomy. In fact, many

of the specialized accrediting agencies are either offshoots of or are still

affiliates of professional associations. The American Chemical Society, for

example, provides an approval program similar to uccreditation for undergrad-

uate chemistry departments through its Committee on Profeasional Training.

.
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_and standards of quality~are left undefined. The actual degisions about
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Another Ailemmarthe accrediting associations continue to struggle with
is whether their primary purpose is to define and maintain minimum standards
of educational quality or to promote continued improvement in quality
Hha;ever ,A inscicucion's or~program's exiscgng-level of quality may be.

Both dilemmas force the standards each accrediting agency publishes to be g8

general enough for broad application in any situation. For example, vir-

tually every accrediting agency requires that the faculty of an institution

or program be qualified in the areas in which they teach, but the dimensions

faculty quality, and its implicit définition, are left to the current
members of the accrediting commission, who act os'infcrmation provi&ed by a
visiting team drawn from faculty members and administrators of similar
institutions. How severe the constraints should be on an institution's
decisions about the qualifications of its faculty, and whether a program
with a faculty capable of providing a minimally acgepcable education should

be denied accreditation if the faculty is not capable of'providing much

.educational improvement, iliustrace the'two diiemmas.

Both dilemmas are resolved partly through direct observation of an

institution or program by a visiting team of experienced faculty and

. administrators who exsrcise their professional judgment within the broad

guidelines of the published standards. Whether a faculcy“is:ﬁudged accep~
tably gualified or not will then depend on otﬁer ;spects of the 1ngtitdtion
bnuch #8 its educational objectives, teaching procedures, administrative
‘strengths, and“student cgaracteristics. The first dilemma——between a3sur-
ance of quality and accept;nce of insfitu:ional diversity——is resolved to

some extent by giving each institution or program the responsibility of
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describing, through a self-study, the ways it gsatisfies the agency's stan~

dards;

. These two major accreditation functions-—the visiting tean and the
self-study—act as ;ehicles for the exchange of perspectives on educational
practice and perfOrmance; A’ program or inmstitutionm, faced with the task of
providing evidence that will convince an external group of experts that it
is Succeséfully educating its students, must find some way to document its

Y, AT o o o
faculty's beliefs that their courses are indeed soundly conceived and

effectively taught. That exercise in self-evaluation can be informative,
sobering, and a prod toward faculty improvement. The viéiting experts then,
in reviewing. the self-study with the faculty, make informal comments and
_ suggestions, drawn from experiences at their own institutions ‘and from
similar.visits to other institutions. Visiting team members will often
leave with new ideas and nerceptions picked up from the institution visited:
&The accrediting nrocess thus serves as an information exchange, informing

"faculty members of effective practices at other institutions, as well as an

incentive toward self-examination.

The collective wisdom of experienced faculty members is a major
educational resource, and the accrediting process systematically hpreads

-~

that wisdam. Yet the self-study or visiting team that gives attention to
what students have learned is r;re, if any exists at all (Peterson, 1979;
. Warren, 1980). Howard Bowen (1979) argued forcefull& for the evaluation of
ltudent intellectual and personal growth in assessing quality in education

while pointing out the inadequacy of our present reliance on intuitive

judgments, however sensitive and perceptive they may be.
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[Wle might gradually through trial and error develop sound
methods which would supplement our intuitive judgments and
serve as a corrective for the wishful thinking and the -

empty rhetoric in which we all indulge (Bowen, 1979, p. 28).

e o e-

The network of faculty influences

The six sources described above on which faculty members draw in‘

planning and teaching their courses are clearly interrelated. All six

_ _draw their own force from faculty participation and direct it toward

further faculty development. None exercises any formal authority on
another except 2s the accrediting agencies may put the pressure of codified

standards ‘on faculty in programs seeking professional and public acceptance.

Faculty members enter.their teaching careers with attitudes toward
teaching and v§ews of the important content of their disciplines that were
shaped by their experiences with their own teacheés. In their early tesach-
ing years, the structure they give their courses,'the teaching te;hniqyes
they use, and their expeétations for their studenég are probably influenced
most heavily by their own experiences ﬁs‘stqdents, by the textbooks théﬁ
use, and by other faculty in their own department. As they’become more
experienced they are more likely ‘to teach advanced courses, to rely less onf
the organization provided by a text, and to draw from broader faculty con-
tactsvin professional associations and perhaps in accreditation activities.

" For some faculty members, the literature on_colleée teaching_fh their fields
will exercise some influence. But while the éxiltence of these influences
on college teacying is undeniable, the extent and forcefulness of their
impact, their relative importance, and the extent to wgich they reinforce or
’1nterfere with each other are total mysteries.

_ .
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Each of the six influences described is based almost entirely on the
views of.other«faculty members. Even academic vice presidents and deans are
limited in theif points of contact with the network of influences, entering
it ptimariiy in their establishment of faculty committees and in the aécre&-
iting process. And in both these activities they operate through faculty
members. All faculty members are connected to this network at least‘through

their experiences as graduate students and their contacts with other members -

of their department. Most probably Ehey participafe in four or more sources

of influence, which*sugg?sts that infqtmation‘probably flows quite effi-
éiéntly through the network. Information that starts with only a few people
“in an accrediting visit or in an ad hoc committee representing some faculty
interest group will be taken to other faculty memggrs, move to other pro-
fessional groups, appeér in_professional‘articles, be picked up by graduate
studenté and become part of their cowrses wﬂen they start to teach, and will

eventually become incorporated into textbooks.

| : -
1~ Eaen
\The winnowing that occurs as new ideas, instructional devices, and

curr#cular‘struétures are moved through the network probably accounts to

i

l .
a laqge extent for the conmsistency that can be observed across the country

|
in academic contept and teaching procedures, at least within major fields of

scﬁdy& Despite the great diversity and institutional au;opomy of American
highe# education, to & large extent a bachelor's deg;é; in a given field of
stu&§1in a_state un;versity in Idahb ;dd oﬁe from/ﬁé;‘same field at a state
uﬁive%sity in Tennessee represent'fairly similér/;ducationai eiﬁeriences.
Conle#sus igs broad while individual institugiéﬁs and faculty ;embers are
free ao experiment. The schisms th;t ocgﬂéawithin disciplines, as in
Marxiét challenges to the dominant view of Américgn history or in &

W
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reformulation of the functions of literary criticism, do not invalidate the
o

contention that curricular consensus is widely held. When alternative views

are in dispute, they tend to be clearly distinguished, and the broad areas

of curricular agreement are unaffected. . . d

Hodékinaon (1971) commented with some concern on the growing homo-

geneity he found among colleges and universities in the U.S. despite their

autonomy. Each institution, independently~of*uny other, seemed to want to
be as much as poSsiblg like the major research universities. He would have
preferred to see institutions cherish their differences, building their own
veri ions of excellence. To aid a process of differential development,bhe
proposed establishing a formal information network, prb?ably managed by the
professional associations and learnmed societies, that would ‘gather and
circulatg a wide range ofbinformation on statistical trends, curricular
changes, instructional procedures,:and other kinds of information that would
glve facuity member;, administra;ors, studepts, and any otherwinterested
group a context in which fo observe institutional performance. The conten—
tion here is that much of the formal network Bodgkins:n proposes already
exists informally in the range of faculty influences described earlier.
Whether those formal and informal procésses would be more usef;l if they
éeré formally intégrated‘and centrally managed requ}resninformation not now

available. Their current effects and the ways‘they are accomplished need

more explicit examination.

tad

Despite appareht plausibility, much in the preceding paragraphs is
speculative. We know'thaﬁ students graduating from different colleges
or universities have spent comparable periods of time in classes that were

probaEly similarly structured. We know that graduates in the same field of
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study have a reasonably common core of knowledge on which they have expanded
in one of perhaps four to ten alternative patterns (Warren, 1975, 1976(b),
1977). Ve don;t know, however, what faculty members, who participated in a
complex but informal information network, actually'presented to théir
students~-what range of content and procedures and what levels'of expecta~
tion the students encountered, orzwhat elements of learning were reasonably

common. Little, if any, information exiets on what the collective behavior

of the faculty members produced in student learning. We continue to operate,

as Bowen pointed out, on intuitive'Judgments, wishful thinking, and empty

rhetoric.

Intuition and wishful thinking both lead to the belief that the American
higher education curriculum, as it applies to the education in‘'some depth of
students in their major fields, is a successful blend of consensus and
diversity. _Achievement of the broad goals of higher education intended
to be the purpose of general education is more questionable (Carnegie
Foundation, 1977; Warren, 1975). Both beliefs=—the success of specialized
education and the failufﬂ of general education—are capable of documentation
if the extent and dimensions of the diversity that exists ‘are defined, if

the areas and degree of consensus within that diverrity are identified, and

_if student learning is evaluated in ways that take account of diversity and

consensus. None.pf these contingencies is out of reach.

~ Evidence of student learning

Defenaible evidence Of'the effects of college teaching on student

 learning is difficult to find, as has been repeatedly pointed out. The most

widely used standardized tests of college achievement, the Advanced Tests of .

-t
\,
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the Graduate ﬁecotd Examinations, permit compérisons of the achievement of

graduate school applicants from year to year, and institutions may compare
| the performancc of their graduates who take the GRE Advanced Tests (as
lopposed to the v 11, Quantitative, and Analytical Aptitude Tests):against

the performance of students nationally. Several charactefiséics of the GRE

tests, however, limit the usefulness of those comparisons.

Changes from year to year in the achievement of gradﬁate school appli-h
éants are interesting buf difficult to interpret, primarily because the -
nature of the students taking the different test; changes in unknoﬁh ways as
diffefent graduate fields of study shift in their attractivemess to students.
From the mid-60's to the mid-70's, for example, Aé§anced Tes£ scores of
graduate school applicants in some of thg physical scieﬂées increased while,

those in the social sciences declined and those in the humanities stayed

about the same. The numbers of applicants taking the various tests in-

creased dramatically in some fields,. such as biolog§ Agd geology, while
declining sharplf in others, such as engineering and history. These changes
in numbers of applicants, however, were not related to changes in mean test
scores. Increases and declines in test scores occurréd with changes in both

directions in the numbers of persons taking the test.

Institutions exﬁmining changes in the Advanced Test scores of their own
graduates, or comparing their graduates with the most rgéent norms, face
- other interpretive difficulties. The most serious is the nature of the
content covered by the Advanced Tests. Test content is determined by’
committées of.faculty members who see that eﬁch,test keeps pace with changes
in its field while including content likel§ to have been encountered by most

students majoring in that field. The tests range in numbers of items from

33
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about 100 to 200, with most having at least 150 items. That number of items

can sample a wide range of content and provide an acceptable assessment of a
student's grasp of a field in general. Even 200 items, though, is not

encugh to allow for differences in patterns of emphasis within a Iield.

The Advanced Test in Political Science, for example, has 170 items,
30 to 35 percent of them on th‘e US government and another 20 to 25 percent
on comparatiVe political systems. The rest of the items are spread roughly
equally among internationa.l relations, political ‘theory, history of polit-
ical thought, and methodology. Students majoring in political science,
though, often do not arrange their programs to match that balance of con-
tent. Institutions differ in the various patterns of content their majors
follow. Some political science departments stress quantitative methods ‘
while others do not. Transcripts' of graduates from 10 political science
departments showed seven clearly distifict patterns of content, »with addi-
tional minor variatians (Warren, 1976b). One common pattetn gave primary |
emphasis to political theory and secondary emphasis to international re:
lations and economics. Another ‘showed heavy concentrations in the federal
government and the political process, with organizational theory, political
theory, and economics playiug secondary roles. Students who followed this
second pattern-in their undergraduate studies would probably perform better
than students from the first pattern on the political science Advanced Test,

other things being equal.

<
A test designed to represent the content that is most common to the
departments in a given field across the country cannot adequately represent
the learning of graduates from individual departments. The GRE Board

recognizes this problem, as indicated in their bulletin describing the

34
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Advanced History Test.

The problem of content coverage in a single history test is
complex. It is almost impossible to delimit the zield of
history in area, in time, and in scope. Moreover, no common
core of knowledge is required of all history majors in all
colleges (A Description of the Advanced History Test, 1979).°

The test is limited to United States gnd European history,‘excluding Asia
and Latin America. It concentrates- on political &nd diplomatic history,
givésttecondary attention to economic history, and pu;s'locial, Cultqral,
 and intellectual histqry in minor roles. The questioans on U.S. history
refer predominantly to the period after 1800,-a£d the majority of thoge 6;1
| Eurbpean history. follow the Industrial Revolution. BHistory Before the
Middle Ages is qntirel; neglected. As with political scienée, the co;rse
patterné of history majors vary widely among themsélvesAas well as

departing from the pattern on the test.

Fdr the primary purpose of the GRE, these aqkncwledged limitations

.

are minor. The tests are-to assist graduate schools in evaluating the
pr:paration ofntﬁeir appiicants. Most of the content of éhe history test
will have been encountered by most history majors even when their emphases
are elsewhere——on ancient history or Latin American history, for example. A
history départmenc that uses the GﬁE Advanced Test to evaluate its program,
though, may find its particular strengths and many of its upper—division
courses inadquately represented. Yet the GRE Advanced Tests provide

virtually the only information based on student learning now available to

departments for determining the quality of the education ihey'offer.

\

The most recent evaluations of’the-accomplishmqpts of colleges and

universities in furthering student learning or development continued to




neglect the substantive, course-related learhing toward which the resources
of higher education are overwhelmingly directed. Astin (1977) summarized
data from a series of longitudinil studies involving a total of more than

200,000 gstudents in more than 300 colleges and univeréities. He reported

changes in students' attitudes, incercstp, career plans, and extracurricular

activities. Bis indicators of academic accomplishment were‘grades, persis—
tence in ﬁdliege, and acade@ic honors. Th;se meaaﬁres distinguished the

" more successful from the less successful students. They gave no information
" on what the more successful.spudents learned that distinguishéd'them from

' those who were less successful, or on what students learned regardless of
their level of success. That informatioh.would, of course, be extremely °
complex, varying with field of study, imstituticn attended, and the educa-
tional purposes;and:expectétions of the various faculty members who assigned
" the studgncs' grades. Complex as it is, ﬁowever, information on what
students at every level of success have accomplished in college, as well as
on fhe maximum levels of accomplishmeﬁ; reached by the most successful

students, is essential to any clear assessment of educational quality.

Bowen (1977) seércgéq\for whatever evidence he could find of the
effects of higher education, on society as a whole as well as on individual
students. The components of iﬁaividual student érowth for which he found
evidence werebcliasified,-much like Astin's, as cognitive or intellectual,
affective or attitudinal and emotional, and practical. Drawing on the
entire body of literature on higher education, rather thidn on the variables
6f a single though compreheﬁsive series of studies as A#fin had, ﬁoweﬁ found
some evidence‘o£ student growth in broad intellectual sgkills, eubstantivé

knowledge, dispogitions towardJintellectual and esthetic activities, and

o
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1nteilectua1 tolerance. The broad intellectual skills were meaéured by

verbal and qQantitative tests such as the GRE Aptitude Tests, and the
substantive knowledge'by'tests like the GRE Advanced Tests. As pointed out

-

eafiier, tests such as these are too hea&ily influenced by whatever is

“ -

commonly taught in all types of collegesuto be sensitiée to the acéomplish-
ments of successful ﬁtudents in the more selective colleges or ;b the
variations in accomplishment -across the gfeit v;riety of colleges that m;ke
up the Amgricanbhigher education system. The intellectual dispositions,
while valued by many faculty members and indicative of 1ntellectﬁal grow*h;

represent only minimally the broad intellectual objectives of most faculty

members.

b

While Sanford's 1962 volume brought to wide attention the inevitable

) interplay between higher education and the psychological development of

students, Chickering's 1981 volume makes a direct argument for giving to
human development in its brcadest sen@e the central, organizing role in
higher education. “We propose tﬁgt the values and -aims of human development
be taken as unifying purposes, as.ofganizing f;ameworks for all institu~
tional efforts. . .“d(CQickering, 1981, p. 11). Faculty members genmerally
support such a view. From 60 to 80 percent of the faculty members polled by
the Carnegie Commission in 1969, depending on the type of imstitutiom in
which they taught, agreed that undefgraduate education would be 1mprov§d if
more lttention‘;ere paid to the emot;onal growth of students (Trow, 1975).
If "emotional growth" were replaced with a term like "broad intellectual,

moral, and personal development,” the percentages of faculty members endor-

sing that statement would almost certainly be overwhelming;'

e
~J
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Tyd years after the Carnegie survey, about 300 faculty members repre-

sentative of the faculties in 15 diverse California inpstitutions were asked
to locate their views of educational purposes on a dimension defined by the

following somewhat disparate statements: " -

Colleges and universities have important responsibility in

furthering students' psychological growth and personal
maturity.

Colleges and universities carry out their responsibilities

best by limiting their concerms to the intellectual growth
of students.

Fifty p;rcent of the facuity memberé‘placed their views closer to the first
statement than the second, and another 23 percent called the two statements
equally supportable. Only 8 percent alli;d themselves definitely wi;h the
second statement even théugh it perﬁits a broad Interpretation of intellec- -

tual growth (Warrem, 1972). . . ”

r

The concernm of Chickering and the writers he broughx together for all

aspects of human developmen; as explicit educationaq objectives should find

a receptive audience. In fact, Astin and Bowen found more evidence of

college effects in attributes like intellectual curiosity, ‘tolerance,
esthetlic sensibility, and personal satisfaction than in some of the more
explicit eduoational objectives of :he disciplines, such as the ability -

to solve problems. The evidence for cpllege effects on student growth in

‘tho;e aspects of development that are closely related to coures and cug;ic-

e
ular objectives, excepting only the limited aspects of subject-matter

knowledge represented by-ltandardized achievement tests }ike the Graduate

Record Examinations, is, in Bowen's terms, “spotty, partly obscure, and

incomplete”, (Bowen, 1977, p. 97).
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The primacy of the classroom

The primary investments of colleges and unive:sities are in their
faculty, their courses, and in the classes through which the courses are
t;ught. Whatever learning is mos;¢Valued by the administration and faculty
must be carried out thr’ough faculty-dire;ted courses.” Other important kinds
of i;aming, inﬁellecmal" as well as social and psychologicil, oceur outside
the<classroom and outside the direction of faculty members . The total
Aevelopment of students that Chickering would put at the core of higher

. education probably cannot be separatedafrom all aspects of higher educa-
‘tion-glassroom and lab;ratory, extracur:icular,‘residential, and inter-
personal.' But the accomplishments of higher education that are'£iéhest in
import;nce in terms of student learning as opposed to research aﬁd p?blié
service must be hrought_about'priﬁnrily in the classroom. If faculty,
a@ministrnt@rs,:trusfées, legislators, or other institutional conséituencies
place a high value 6n a particular form of student development, perhaps /
grawth in interpersonal skills, it must be addreased in the classroom if it
is to be given attention appropriate to its importance. "The primary goals
and accomplistments of higher education appear in what faculty members and

students give their attention to in the classroom.

If that apparently obvious assumption can be accepted, two useful
inferences follow. First, the network of influences that shapes the organ—
ization and presentation of courses by innividual faculty nembe:n——prior .
experiencas, textbooks, professional ansociations, profesaional journals,
faculty committees, acc:editing teams, and informal contacts with col-
leagues—provides an important mechanism through which educatiqnal quality

is shaped. The interconnections among those influences provide stability
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and some uniformity, but also the potential for change. A”shift in any one

of the influences may riot have much effect.‘ Complementary shifts in several-
of the {nfluences—as when a core of faculty members at ‘several institutionsi
devises a new approach to teaching some component of their diacipline or a
cross-disciplinary component of learning, and that approach is discussed in
professional meetings, appears‘in jou:nal articles, and is developed in a
.new text-;giVe ney departures”from formerfpractice a moderate,probahility of
persisting and spreading. As faculty memhers and students get exposed to a:
new procedure, it may continue to spread, with modifications, or it may

have a brief veriod of wide acceptance and then die back; or it may persist

in some portion of the higher education community as an altermative approach
to an area of learning, contributing to the diversity of the system. A
heavy emphasis on quantitative methods in political science may be such a

persistent alternmative that fails to spread to the field ag a whole.

The second inference from anaasaumption of the primacy of the class—
room is that any comprehenﬁive'body of evidence of student learning, or of
educational excellence, must be aggregated from evidence taken at the leyel
‘of individual courses. The diversity of courses from imstitution to inmsti-
tution in the zame field is great enough, despite'the external influences to’
which faculty members are exposed, that standardiaed test scores, gradet
point averages, persistence to a degree, and proportions of graduates

admitted to graduate schools are all too coarse t. provide aufficient

information on the educational quality ot a school or departmem.. ~ None of -

- thoae indicators reflects the variety of accomplishments, ‘understandings,

appreciations, and insigh;s that students may draw from the courses faculty

members present. The aggregation of course-based information, however, can
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define the components of learning that are common to more than one course

and more than one institution, or even to the great majority ofﬂinetitutions,
while identifying those kinds of learning that occur only in - a ;%all segment
of the higher education community. SOme forms of undergraduate lenrnihg in
the physical sciences and mathematics, for example, may be foend only at Cal
Tech, MIT, Harvey Mudd College, Rice Institute, and perhaps five or six
other institutions across the country. Other patterms of learning that are
limited to comparetively small gfoups of institutions can aimost certaihly
be found in all disciplines and in interdisciplinary courses, in advancedv

courses designed for majors in a field and in general education courses

planned for nommajors.

Aggregating information from courses | .

If most of the learning in higher education is organized in courses,

the effects of higher education on students can usefully and accurately be
described 1n terms of the aggregated effects of those courses. _Aggregation
in a simple form is well established in higher education. .Units are added

to units to determine a student's progress towaid a degree; courses are

added to courses to assure ihat each student follows an appropriate pattern

of courses; grades are converted to numbers ind averaged for an indicator of

overall student success. Lost in all these forms of aggregation is ‘the
‘ i S
substance of the learning. o '

Several ways of aggregating indicators of educational success that

retain the subscance of what has been learned are feasible. The reason for
P2

their neglect may be the almost exclusive contern with assessing the achieve-

ment of individual atudents rather than that of selected groups of students,

'
!
'
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such as those'completing\different sequences of courses in a field. The
level of aggregationrcan be selected to suit the purpose of the assessment,
such as whether interest is on the achievement of all the history majors in
an institution over the past five years or in the achievement of the nistory
majors who have just completed a nes sequence of courses in historical
method. The leoel of aggregation may also vary according to the generality
of the content, from very specific knowledge about the Italian Renaissance,
for instance, to a broad understanding of the interplay of politics and

religion in 15th century Europe, and may involve general abilities like
skill in historical inquiry. With higher levels of aggregation, some
imformation is lost. The learning that is characteristic of all senior
history majors in an institution, for example, will only be described at
the expense of more detailed information about the effects of a particular

sequence of history courses.

An example of one form of aggregation across the graduates of a group
of institutions in a single discipline is provided by an examination of
the tranbcripts of five graduates in English at each of 11 institutions.
The data were collected in the conduct of a larger study supported by the
Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary Education (Warren, 1975, 1976a,

1976b, 1977). .

The usual information on the educational accomplishments of an English
department consists of the number of its graduates, perhaps the proportion
admitted to graduate school and perhaps the mean scores on the GRE Advanced
Literature in English Test. But English depattnents vary in their strengths,
emphases, and facnlty and student predilections. Students' programs within

a department vary as well. A more revealing indicator of an English




department's accomplishments would therefore be a deécription of the pat-

/
terns of courses completed by its graduates. WGrades would not be informa-— -
tive since they refer to students' comparative achievement within the

department, but mean scores on the GRE and proportions of graduate school

applicants admittgd to their first choice of graduate schools would add some

supplementary information.

The 55 transcfipts selected raﬁdomly from ‘the English graduates of 11l
ins;;tutions‘provided a list‘of the English courses each graduate had
completed. College catalogs provided descriptions of.the content of each
course. Foqr Eo eight elements of content from each course description
were listed to augment each student's tranmscript, providing more descriptive
information than the course titles alone. The graduates, or more precise;y,
the augmented transcripts, were.then grbuped according to the similarities

in the patterns of content that had been studied.

The five transcripts from one moderate-sized state dniversity showed
more than the usual emphasié on drama, the writing of plays;lnovels, and
short stories, and literary criticism. Comparatively brief tré&tments were
given to English literature in the several periods from Cﬁaucer to the
present, and little time was spent with American literature. Shakespeare
was treated as part of the English Renaissance. In contrast, the trans-
cripts from a small private college showed a methodical and compafatively
detalled prdgression in the study of literature from the medieval period
through the Victorian Age with brief excursions into modern Eurgpéan lit-
erature, the'lna}ysfgﬁof poetry, and modern grammar. The limited study of

writing was wholly expository.
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A large public university showed more varied patterns of study that
'differed from both the first two. All five of its transcripts showed the
study of Shakespeare, English literature in the Romantic and Victorian
periods, the modern Am;rican novel, expository writing, and modern grammar.
In addition, three of these graduates had stﬁdied the novel in England andv
America in some depth plus several modern genres, structural linguistics,
transformational grammar, and semantics. The other two transcriﬁts wvere .
more similar to th9se of several other in;titutions, showing extensive study

of English, American, and world literature without notable departures into

drama, expository or creative writing, or linguistics.

The content common to all 55 tranmscripts studied was quite limited. -
All included the study of Shakespeare and the Romantic and Victorian periods
in England. Most but not all included some modérn American'literature.
Beyoﬁd these areas, little could be found that was common to more than small
clusters of transcripts. If such an analysis w;re to be carried out on the
" transcripts of all the Engiish g:aduateé of a single institution over
several years, the variﬁbility would probably not be as great, but clearly
defined patterns would no doubt appear that would differ substantially ‘rom'
the simllarly determined patterns at other institutions; Some of the;
distinctions would be expected and valued; others might be neither. What-
ever value the faculty, department head, and dean might place on a descrip—-.
' ton at tﬁat }evel of detail of the patterné of learning the department's
graduates had taken vith them, they wouid be in a sound position to evaluate
. what they were accomplishing as a department. | |
| .

Different levels of aggregation would serve other purposes. Several

major components could be examined in more detail-—Shakespeare, the Victorian

44




period, the médern American nével, for e:gmple-—to détermine the scope and
depth with which each was being treated. At a more general level, the broad
-aspects of the major field might be combined with the components of studies
outside the major, giving a picture of the areas of study common to most
graduates and of the variety of ways students elaborated on that common

0%

core. What it is English departmeﬁts do would be somewhat clearer.

~

Information of fhe type illustrated above can be used to describe the
similarities andqdifferences in the studies college studentgbund;rtake
within a single departﬁent in a single ingstitution or across all fields in
large numbers of institutions. As the domain of intereqt is broadened, the
descriptions will necessarily become more diffuse and varied,,but elements
commoﬁ to groups of institutions will appear, reflecting the influence of

N 4

the faculty network that extends across imstitutioms.

Faculty expectations for general learning

The aggregation of course information from tranﬁcripts and catalogs
can provide valuable information on the substance of the courses students
encounter in moving through college. But course content is not the only
kind of learning faculty members ex;ect of their students, and some, even in
practically-oriented fields like engineering, view course content as secoﬁ-
@aryvto the development of more géne?al intellectual capabilities*-the
ability to identify the critical elements in an idea, argument, or problgm;
Ato review a topic as a whole and gather and organize relevant 1nformation;
to integrate the new information into an exigting framework, or to use it to
restructure the existing framework. Teaching objectives such as these are

.

‘less often and less clearly articulated than the elements of content that
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‘appear-in course syllabi or catalog descriptions. Yet they too can be

described and aggfegated to show the educationalvobjectives of a small

group of faculty members in a single institution or the collective objec—-

tives of faculty members at large, revealing thé areas of broad consén;us

and the natureﬂof the differences.

This kind of aggregation can be illustrated with information from
faculty descriptions of outstanding students (Warrem, 1972, 1976a). A
random sample of 311 faculty members in 15 California colleges and univer-
sities wrote a paragraph or two de5cribing how one of their outstanding
students'differed from the ordinary students in one of their classes. Those
descriptions produced a list of about 100 descriptive phrases, such as "sees
several ways to solve difficult problems” and “is sensitive to the nuances
of language,” that were aésumed to represenﬁlexplicit kinds of intellectual
ﬁerformance valued by facultyimembers., Some of the‘phrases were oriented
toward content, such as'"kngws the technical vocabulary.” Most, hovevera

were more general, applicable to a wide range of content.

Several years later, a new group of abouﬁ 500 randomly selected faculty
memﬁers at another group of 15 California colleges and universities judged
the degree'of similarity among the pprasea. They judged, for example, that
‘gllling a student “"perceptive” was veryasimilaf to saying he or she "has
ingight.” These two ;hrases and others like differentiates the géneral from
the particular, the important from the unimportant” and "alert for discrep-
#ncies, inconsistencies” were all judged to be mutually similar, forming ;
geneéal quality of beihg critical or analytic. Other phrases clustered into
'céncepts like inquiring, integratiﬁe, expressive, original, and simply

academically competent in the sense of doing well on exams.
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Fourteen' such clusters of descriptive phrases)appeared, defining in

bro;d but distinct terms the kinds of.intellectual abilities faculty members
want theirtgtudents to bring to bear on the substantive knowledge around
which courseé are typically organized. Any complete assessment of educa-
tional excéllencg would describe the areas of knowledge,‘understanding,'or
appreciation the graduates of a program had encountered and the kinds of
intellectual skills they hadpbeen ﬁ;lled on to exercisé in dealing with
that substant;ve content. The skills as well as the content will vary"with
fields of study, institutioums, dgpartments, and faculty membe;s. That
variation should be conscious and purposeful, though, with decisions to
focus on ome érea to the neglect of ;nother made deliberately and with

knowledge of similar decisions and their consequences elsewhere.

The faculty“judgments used to classify phr;ses into groups suggested
oge decision that may have béen feached.imﬁlicitly without conscious delib-
erafion. A phrase that describes general intellectual compéfenée-”ﬁapable,
bright"——uas grouped with,fhe phrases that defined analytic, critical
thinking. The integration or nynthesizing of ideas was described,feparate-
ly. One inference might be that éany faculty members aasociate”being
capabIe and b;ight almost entirely with analytic processes, with little
regard ;or'integrative'skills. Some support for this interpretation is
found in the reports of faculty committees reviewing Zenmeral educaﬁion
requirements, in which analysis——philosophical, historical, literary,
scientific, and other forms——appears more Erequentl; than syﬁthesig or in-
tegration as an eduéational.concern. The apparent emphasis on analytic at’

the expense of integrative thinking seems not to have been a deliberate

decision, yet present curricula have that bias.
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A faculty-based assessmeﬁt system

The individual course, as presented byAlargely:autonomous faculty

members in their classes, is at the center of learning in American highér

N

education. The constraints on faculty‘members that provide structure to the
learning th#t oécurs come from an informal ﬁetwork of influences that are
largsaly self-generated by the faculty they constrain. Individual courses
are given gimilar cﬁntent and purposes nﬁd produce comparable resuits, even
though taught at widely separated institutions by faculty members who have
no direct contact with each othér, through that faculty netw&rk. A reversal
of that process can serve to demonstrate ;hevleVel of excellence reached by
American higher education by agé{egating the learning produced in individual.

courses at successively more comprehensive levels.

The knowledge of content, understanding of genérai issues, and exercise
of intellectual 8kills that constitute undergraduate learming are almost
wholly associated with individual faéulty members and their courses. Yet
;mong all those courses,'ihdividually planned and presented though ;hey may
be, are common elements of content, understanding,’gnd qkiil that can be

aggregated to describe learningumoré éeneral than that ahébciateﬂ with a
‘ single course. Many lower—division courses in American history, for example,
study the conflicting political philosophies of Hamilton and Jefferson and
their'paftial in;egration.byrﬁadison. Knoﬁledge of that conmstitutional
controversy could be expected 1n»studgnts,;o;pl;t1ﬁg those courses. Some
understanding of the interplay of the political, social, and economic issues
that iﬁfluenced the fraﬁing of the conmstitution, and of the processes of

mnegotiation and compromise that permitted their resolution, could be ex—

pected in students completing those and other courses. The ability to

g
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generalize usefully and with appropriate caution from historical events to
o

current issues that are in some ways similar could be expected of still

larger groups of students. Each of those increesingly gerieral kinds af

learning, and others, could be assessed in individual courses, with the
. i

results aggregated across the appropriate range of courses. , L

~ “

The proper selection of a group of: courses and assessment in them of
the pertinent intellectual ccpabilities would provide evidence,of educa-
tional "accomplishment at whatever level of ag;regation was desired—several
tsections of the same course aﬁjone'institutiou, cll_the.lower-divisiou

‘ courses in a.sihgle.department at one ineritution, all of & giﬁen(group of
courses, say the American novel at several neighboring institutions, all
the courses taken by the graduating seniors in a given field in a statewide
univesity system. Assessment would have to be in the individual courses,
usifig common measures across the courses to be aggregated. If that- assess—
ment were made an integral pert of the course examinations it wouldhrequire
comparatively little‘adddtional cost, primarily that associated with the
development and acceptance of'common examination gueecions for the pertinent
courses. At the highest level of the higher education sfsteqyas a whole,
results from such assessments could oe used to describe the kinds of learn-
ing produced in vcrious fields of study, the kinds attributed to general
education or curricular breadth, the'deéree of vxriabiiicy in scope and
level of learning.across the system as a whole and within ‘selected sub-

“

systems, and others.
‘A precedent for this kind of general assessment is found in the

National Assessment.of Education;l Progress (NAEP), in which nationally

representative samples of students at various age levels as well as young

-
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adults complete tests:of general kinds of learning. Thap program requires k\

an extensive:upecial~ldm;nistrat16n’pf tedts deviéed centrally by the
& NAEP. Similar results could be obtained with examination questions Hevel—
“oped and administered by iocal faculry but shared wich other faculty members.
The co:£; would We limited to two ;rocelneg-(l) coordination among the
faculty members invelved and (2) intérpfetatiqn of the aggregated results.

A major aspect of any assessment process ls the interpreation of the

[ -

information it provides for the dgpired purposes. Grades, for example,
are difficult to interpret across\institutionsJ Standardizéd tests provide
informa:ion that is cogparable across institutions in the assessment of
students' current knowledge but chac may not be appropriate for che eval-
ﬁati;n of institutional effects. The aggregation of results from selected
groupgaof courses can permit program and‘institutional self-assessment

-C;'chag is pertinent to focal curricula and objectives and that can be inter—

preted in relation to several explicitly defined reference groups. -

The q&hlity of higher educatiop in the United States need not remain'm
, the mystery it has been despite dgcades of study. Its accomplishments can
jpe described directly in terms of the widely diversified intelléctu&l
c;pabiiities'}ts graduates take with them. Componehc; at various levels
.* within the system can also be examined for direct indications of educa-
tional quality. Continued reliance on intuittoﬂ, wishful thinking, and‘

dnsuﬁborted rhetoric is indefensible.
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